M
y premise here is that the Em peror-our profession-knows that all isn't well with our programs of inservice education for teachers. You and I know it and, indeed, some of us would even welcome the opportunity to be able to discuss this serious problem openly and not too defensively. Of course, if my premise is terribly wrong, you will surely hate this paper. You may dislike this paper for other reasons, but if my prem ise is correct you may be relieved to learn how many of you there are who feel we have yet to accomplish something truly worthwhile in the way of helping teach ers learn, teach, and live better.
1 have been reading a good deal about inservice education and, as near as I can make out, the movement has created a whole new set of significant educational issues connecting labor unions, the schools, and higher education. Weak nesses of our current system have been exposed, and people are actually doing something about a few problems which we agree are significant, such as the need teachers have for richer clinical opportu nities. More or less, a "common sense" definition has even emerged: Inservice education refers to an attempt to help people who already work in the schools do better work. But, possibly not so strangely, we've surely created a genuine fuss: insofar as where inservice education is best delivered, at the university or in the community; insofar as who controls such programs; insofar as who should enroll, and when, and under whose aus pices, and for what rewards; and insofar as whether such education should be mandatory, encouraged, permitted, or avoided. 1 start off with making a minor contribution to the fuss by asking why is it called inservice education?
The term "inservice education" is without precedent insofar as the context in which it is used. That is, it is non- Emphasizing the Latin origin of the word "education"-to lead forth, to draw forth, to bring out, to elicit-may I heat up this polemic with the claim that little educa tion is accomplished during inservice ed ucation programs for teachers. And as I had already indicated, because I don't quite comprehend what its inventors were getting at with the term "inservice," 1 conclude that "inservice education" is an unfortunate label for what's happening in the name of teacher development and what's expected to occur. As I sense it, the primary problem is the need to get a lifetime of effective teaching out of someone, which means that the real ques tion is how to enhance and sustain the well-being of a teacher. Consequently, what we have here is not "inservice edu cation," but rest and rehabilitation, sus tenance and restoration, motivation and stimulation. What needs to be done is to help people to see that life is worth living, help people to stay alive, help people to enjoy their lives, and help peo ple to want to make the world a better place and to leave it a little better for having been here. Í don't have a term which embraces all of what we're really up to, but that doesn't deter me from the conviction that "inservice education" is the wrong term regardless of the absence of a right term. sponsoring them, or the types of students receiving the training.
What Teachers Need to Know
What teachers need is something quite different. We may profitably view teach er preparation in the same way we view the child ¡earning situation, essentially as a problem-solving opportunity where the most important resources available are those within the teacher and child. These resources have to be drawn out, encour aged and nurtured. The difference be tween the educational technician-osten sibly the teacher's aide, but all too often the teacher herself-and the creator of educational environments is in some measure the difference between a person who has accumulated a lot of information about pedagogy and the person who has the wherewithal to create new informa tion, to interpret current information, or at least transfer such knowledge to new demanding situations.
If it's a "'Problem in Living," to Institutionalize the Solution is to do Nothing
It was the morning of the worst storm of the year, AH of the town was covered with a sheet of gistening ice. A man arrived at work an hour late. "You won't believe how slippery it is out there," he remarked. "It was impossible to make any headway walking. For every step I took forward, I slipped two steps back ward." "So how did you get here?" asked his fellow worker, "Well, í gave up and turned around to go back home. And here I am,"
It's possible that, if the truth were told, the process of "inservice education"
as a means of improving schools has been slipping backward more than strid ing forward, The dominant cultural myth of this age is of "The Little Engine That Could," and so we doggedly struggle forward to deliver more and more inservice education. But it's also possible that, if we turned around to go home, we would get where we genuinely want to go. That is, given our premises concern ing inservice education and our expecta Academicians should try harder not to lie to our customers. I know that most business people lie but we mustn't, for lots of good reasons and also because colleges and universities aren't business es. Telling the truth must be one of the important differences between us and those who sell cars or houses. Telling the truth is what permits us to do business but not be in business. Sure, our schools of education have customers and we should run our affairs like a business; but we should run our affairs even more like a church, or what a church is supposed to be like when it's not like a business.
What a School of Education Can Do About the Education of Teachers
We shouldn't sell our stuff to make money but rather to make the uneducated educated, and to reveal the unknown, and to pay for the work of scholars whose products will pay for the work of more scholars, on and on for a thousand years. That's why we have customers and sell things. That's why we court donors and write proposals, but not to take only for ourselves, rather to redistribute to schol ars and students. But maybe there is something that can be checked out. The way the blurbs read now, there are no uncertainties, no puz zles or doubts, no paradoxes. It should be made evident that not only are un solved problems present but it is in fac ing them and grappling with them that the excitement begins. The way the blurbs read now, each program holds out the promise of mastery and comfortable competence to the student; the student will find the answers and skills for the job he wants to hold. Our promise seems to guarantee competency. Most of our programs even include the term "compe tency based." Well, we ought to let the cat out of the bag. We ought to advise our customers that there are few answers and fewer skills, that what a student can hope to acquire is the ability to cope with muddles and novelty, to be responsible for decisions where no general laws are clear, to have a sense of goals separate from the means of obtaining goals. We ought to advise the customers that, if all goes well, they will be able to achieve for awhile the balancing act that constitutes intelligent behavior in any field. Some thing like this should be learned from our bulletins because it is something like this that characterizes the successful gradu ate.
What 1 have tried to say is that schools should spend more time learning than knowing, and that our bulletins should 
